Google 



This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 

to make the world's books discoverable online. 

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 

to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 

are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that's often difficult to discover. 

Marks, notations and other maiginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book's long journey from the 

publisher to a library and finally to you. 

Usage guidelines 

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing tliis resource, we liave taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 
We also ask that you: 

+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 

+ Refrain fivm automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google's system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 

+ Maintain attributionTht GoogXt "watermark" you see on each file is essential for in forming people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 

+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can't offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book's appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liabili^ can be quite severe. 

About Google Book Search 

Google's mission is to organize the world's information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world's books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 

at |http: //books .google .com/I 



LETTERS ^ 



* ADDRESSED TO 



RET. WILBUR FISK, D. D. 



PRESIDENT OF THE^ WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY, 

MIDDLETOWN. 



IN RfiPtT TO A SERMON ON 



PREDESTINATION AND ELECTION. 



A^rfngSelv: 

PBINTKDBT 6. AHD C. MKRRIAM, F0& TBI AVTHOft. 

1832. 






» ' 



^•< 









T ,M CONTENTS. 



LETTER I. — ^The proper spirit of discussion — ^Points of agreement 
and disagreement — Ut>d's purposes the ground of his foreknow- 
ledge of his own works. p. 5 

LETTER IL — ^The certainty of all events results from the purpose* 
of God concerning his own works— Objections answered — Conse- 
quences of the doctrine stated. J!^ 

LETTER III. — ^Election and adoption distinguidied — ^Regeneration 
unconditional, and consistent with free agency. 17 

LETTER IV.— Facts stated connected with election— The doctrine 
stated^-Objections answered. 85 

LETTER v. — ^Unfairness in the controTersy detected — ^Misrepresen- 
tations alleged and pointed out — ^The point at issue shown to be 
not accurately stated. 28 

I£TTER VI. — Certain charges of the Sermon repeated in a letter to 
the Connecticut Observer repelled— Further discussion invited. 37 

XjBTTER YII. — Certain inconsistencies of the Sermon jiointed out, 
and consequences traeed. 43 

LETTER Vin.-Concessions of Dr. F. noticed. 46 



Erratum. 
On ^tLg% 13, 34th line from bottom, for $KUUd read Mittoice. 



TO THE READER. 

The first seYen of the following Letters, (having since received lome 
unimportant alterations,) were sent to the Editors of the Meth odist 
Advocate, printed in New Vork, with a request, and a statement of 
reasons, for their publication. To this request the following answer 
was given : — 

'* The Sennon of Dr. Fisk has never been published in the Christian 
Advocate and Journal, and therefore justice does not require that its 
answer sh'^uld be. N. BANGS." 

Does this look like an honorable and upright procedure under such 
circumstances ? Suppose the Managers of the Methodist Book Con- 
cern had not, as yet, published in their paper the whole Sermon ; — that 
they had only published that part of it, of which Dr. F. says, ** to bring 
this matter to a fair trial, and a just decision, before the public, I have 
thrown into distinct propositions the statements of my sermon which 
h^ve given so much ofience. * * * And if any responsible person or 
ptersons will, in any suitable public way, attempt to sustain the oppck 
site of these propositions, I wilt (as I am able,) support them. And if 
I fail in the proof, I will acknowledge my mistake, and do what I can 
to counteract the error." Suppose tne Methodist Managers had only 
published these statements as yet, in their paper, and were about to pub- 
lish the whole sermon only as a tract, and circulate it as on the wings 
of the wind ; how, then, does it appear that even justice and upright- 
ness did not require its answer to be inserted in their paper, containing 
as it did an answer to those high charges of the sermon in their original, 
if not in the mitigated form, in which the Doctor thought safer to repeat 
them. How does it appear, to publish such charges, challenging an 
answer, and then refitee to publish the answer and defence against the 
ehaiges I How does this appear, since there was no other practicable 
way of sending the answer ol the sermon, and its reiterated charges, to 
the great mass of its readers b^ore whom we had been accused — since 
we were Uius arraigned, tried and condemned, without a hearing. 

Dr. F. then, haa made in his sermon certain high charges affainst 
Calvinists, and repeated them in a letter published in the Methodist 
Adv. and Con. Observer, and challenged an answer. He had pledged 
himself to support his statements, or acknowledge his error. He had 
also ijriven his opinion to the world, that Calvinism needed a public vin- 
dication. And now, when the answer and vindication are furnished as 
requested, these Editors refuse to let them come before their readers^ 
because forsooth jusHce does not require it. Let it be remembered, 
these same Ekiitors had commended the sermon, and ofl&red Dr. F. 
opportunity to sup{K>rt Ms charges, intimating that it would thus hav* 
I a more respectable circulation than it would have in the Conn^ Obeterver, 
I and at the same time complaining bitteriy of the Editor of the Observer^ 
; lor intimating that he should be unwilhng to have Dr. F. attempt to 
I sappoit in the Observer his chams of insincerity and duplicity against 
I Calvinists.'* Let everyone mAke his own comments. 

If Dr. F.'s sermon rested on the firm basis of truth and justice, whj 
were the Editors of the Advocate unwilling to have its readers see ite 
•aswdr? Does this look as though they thought their cause could b* 
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supported by fair ar^mentation, and the force of truth and justice sim- 
ply, or not? <* Truth fears no discussion." Were those Editors 
willing to do as they would be done by T If they were, what means 
that flouting of theirs, because the Editor of the Conn. Observer intimat- 
ed that he should not wish to have Dr. F. attempt to support in the Ob- 
server those unprovoked and injurious charges against Calvinists 7 Now 
if Dr. F. is wiUmg to do as he would be done by, I trust he will request 
the present Editors of the Adv. & Journ. to insert these Letters in their 
paper, leaving it at their option to insert the Introduction or not. It is 
presumed that a hearty request from Dr. F. would obtain their inser- 
tion. I make this proposal that the public may have opportunity to 
jud^e whether the Dr. and his Methodist bretheren are wilhng to risk 
their cause in the field of fair argumentation, and also to judge whether 
Dr. F. had any sincerity in giving the challenge which he did, or in 

Eromising (conditionally to be sure) to do what he could to counteract 
is error. 

I am sorry that the necessity of the case has obliged me to use to 
much apparent severity ; on this account among others, that I fear 
Dr. 'F. and his brethren will not attend so carefully and candidly to 
my illustrations and arguments in support of the truth, as they would 
have done, if self-defence and defence of the truth had required no 
severity. 

it is supposed to be the common sentiment, if not the ** common talk 
in our land," that the Methodist preachers have a strong aversion 
against their hearers reading our writings. The reason of this, in part, 
is supposed to be, that they choose to have their people receive all 
their knowledge of our creed from their statements otit, instead of ours, 
lest they should be convinced by our arguments of the truth of our be- 
lief. Iras free a circulation should be given to these letters amooff 
Methodists as has been given to the sermon of l5r. Fisk, it wouia 
doubtless have a tendency to do away this impression. But if these 
letters are not circulated much among the Methodists, a contrary effect 
may be expected. The existing sentiment will be confirmed. We 
shsll conclude, they choose to see only one side of the question, and 
not to know what our faith is, by what we say it is. I cannot devise, 
how it can be made to appear, that even justice, or the principle of do- 
ing as a person would be done by, does not require of those who have 
circulated the representations contained in the sermon, to give the 
readers ef it the means of jud^ng for themselves, whether those repre- 
sentations are just or not. We claim, that those representations have 
been to us most deeply injurious. All that we ask, except of the an* 
thor of the sermon, is, that the readers of the sermon may have the 
means of judging whether these representations are correct or not* 
Of the autnor of the sermon, we claim a public acknowledgment of hie 
errors, and make justice and equity the ffround of our claim. 

K Dr. F. makes no public retraction from the ground taken in lus 
sermon,— 4f, afler he snail receive these letters, remembering also what 
is said in the Ch. Spectator's review of his sermon, he shall allow an- 
other copy of it to be printed, I think, he will find it difficult to con- 
yinee any intelligent, candid man, that be is not guilt^jr of breaking the 
ninth conunandment.— ** Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy 
Beiffbhor.** If he should think he would not, 1st him make the trial, 
with such an one, known to the public ; for instance, either of the judg- 
<« of the U. S. Court 
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LETTER I. 

Rev. Sir, 

A jsermon of yours on predestination and election lately 
fell into my hands. In addressing the following communi- 
Gations to you concerning this sermon, will you allow nae, 
though a stranger, to use the friendly appellation of Brother. 
I choose this term, because it is well adapted to express 
those friendly feelings, which ought to have their full exer- 
cise in theological discussion ; not, because I would pre- 
tend to a greater degree of fellow-feeling, than is consistent 
with what I am about to say. 

I would not pretend, that,. when I read your sermon, I had 
no sense of the injury inflicted upon the^ cause of truth, and 
upon those who are regarded as Calvinistic in their belief. 
It may not avail much for me to profess *^ brotherly and 
Christian candor," a sincere regard to the cause of truth, and 
benevolence towards you, if in what I have to say, I should 
evince a spirit different from all this. I acknowledge, that 
such ought to be my feelings, and that I am deqeived if 
they are not 

Investigation may be esjBentially aided by being directed 
to a single object. Laying aside, thep, for the present, all 
consideration of what other men have believed and taught, 
reacting the purposes, and agency of God, or if you please, 
predestination, let it be our first inquiry, what is true on this 
subject 

In pur9uit of this object, it may be well to state the points 
on wnich we are agreed, and those on which we are not I 
agree with yout air, in utterly discarding the following senti- 
ments:-- 

That, '* Hiejiat of God brought forth sin, as directly as it 
made the woiU.'' (p. 11.) 



<^That *' this [man's volition] is tbe result of 6od*s pro* 
polling power*" 

—That ** by his predestination and secret counsel he ir- 
resistibly impels them in an opposite course, [L e. in a course 
of sin] for the express purpose, as this doctrine informs us, 
to secure their transgression,'' (p. 12.)-— that ^^'he holds 
men responsible for what is unavoidable-^he makes laws 
and impels men to break them." (p. 13.) 

—That * irresistible grace absolutely impels and controls 
the will.' (p. 16.) 

— ^That *' the will, therefore, in all its operations, is go- 
verned and irresistibly controlled, by some secret impulse, 
some fixed and all-controlling arrangement*' (p. 12.) 

— ^That God 'places men under a consHtitutioo, which 
necessarily and unavoidably involves them in sin find sufier- 
ing, that he may have the sovereign honor of serving them*' 
(p. 25.) 

— That ' Grod's secret wiH or decree is arrayed against 
his revealed word.' (p. 12.) 

— ^That '* as for the reprobates, the gospel is unavoidably 
to them a savor of death unto death." (p. 25.) 

— That God ever * plunged Adam or any of bis race into 
the pit of sin.'(p. 27.) — ^that men are pardoned or admitted 
to heaven without having complied with the conditions of 
pardon and final salvation, viz. repentance and faith. All 
these notions I admit to be entirely fklse, and so far as your 
arguments go to prove them so, I admit their force. 

I agree with you, sir, in maintaining *' that man is responsi- 
ble, because he feels that he acts freely and might have done 
otherwise. * * This is a good argument, * * * to prove that 
men are free," (p. 12.) — that ''all sinneismay come to 
Christ if they will, and therefore they are criminal if they do 
not," because they can and ought to have a will to come, — 
tiiat " no Divine constitution," nor any thing else, has made 
it impossible for them to have this will — that " independent 
of all irresiriihle foreign influences, they have within them- 
selves the power to choose," either right or wrong, (pp. 30, 
31.) — That the atonement was made for the whole race of 
sinners without exception. I entreat you not to sav of me, 
in regard to these declarations of my belieft as you have vir- 
tually said of Calvinists as a body, in regard to a part of these 
same declarations : *' The real meaning of the speaker dif* 
fers as much, from" the natural oonstructioo of what he says, 

.p. 



as « negative d^rs from an affirmative. In tbesQ declara- 
tions of my belief, I mean just what I say, and I use Ian* 
guage in its pojMilar import 

We agree also, ** that all God^s works are in accordanee 
with his own will and pleasure,'' (p. 9.) — ^that the foreknow- 
ledge of God extends to all that will be, and that ** whatever 
God foreknows or foresees,, will undoubtedly come to pass*" 
Of course we shall agree, that all his plans and purposes ex- 
ist in view of all possible reasons for and against, and there- 
fore, he never will change one- of them, or have any occa- 
sion to do so, in the least degree. What is to be, is all ab- 
solutely certain to God; there can be no contingency with 
him. 

Thus far I trust we are agreed. But let us notice some 
points, on which we are not agreed. In your zeal in oppos- 
ing the errors above noticed, you hav^, it appears to me, 
arrayed yourself against other doctrines, that are true. This, 
I think you have done, in using expressions, which imply that 
the foreknowledge of God does not, in any case, depend 
upon his decree or purpose. The following are instances. 
** Is it not absurd, then, to say the least, to make * * ^ the 
Divine prescience depend upon his decrees and determina- 
tions ?''(p. 5. ) *♦ Since, therefore, foreknowledge * * * does 
not according to Scripture or reason follow predestination as 
a consequence."(p. 7. ) *^ He does not predestinate in order 
to foreknow." (p. 6. ) I think that you oppose the truth, also, 
in maintaining that there is no such doctrine taught in the 
Scriptures as unconditional election. — *^ If this view of the 
will be correct, there is an utter impossibility of an uncondi- 
tional election." (p. 16.) There are several other points 
brought to view in your sermon, from which I should dissent, 
that it may not be expedient to notice at present. 

Thus you see I approve of some of the sentiments of 
your discourse, while I disapprove of others. I think I hav« 
not misapprehended or misstated your sentiments on any 

toint, (as I have been careful to use your language.) If I 
ave, perhaps others have in the same way, and you can ea- 
sily let the public know wherein you may claim that I have 
done either. 

Now to the inquiry. What is true on the subject of predes- 
tination, or the purposes and agency of God. 

I think it will b^ admitted by all, that there exists a cer- 
tainty in regard to all future events. This certainty has ex- 
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iBted Irom eternity. It is full, complete, perfect, absolute. 
What is to be, will be. It is as certain, that all future events 
will take place, as that all past events have taken place. 
There is n6 diflerence with God between the certainty of 
past and future events. That such an absolute certdnty 
Exists, you will admit. You have said, "The moment he 
rOod] ceases to know all that is, or will be, or might be, un- 
der any possible contingency, he ceases to be God." A more 
full assertion of the perfect knowledge of the Most High can- 
not be desired. If, then, God has a knowledge of such a cer- 
tainty, the certainty exists. Concerning this certainty, let me 
ask, what is the ground or cause of it ? You claim, " that fore- 
knowledge can have no influence in making a future event 
certain.'* "He would be considered a fool or a 'madman, 
who should seriously assert, that a knowledge of a certainty- 
produced that certainty." True, a knowledge of a certainty 
does not cause it. Still the fact that God foreknows all fu- 
ture events, is infallible proof of the certainty that they will 
all come to pass. 

What, then, is the cause of this certainty 1 Possibly you 
may claim, that no one can tell in all cases what the cause is. 
But I think, sir, you will agree with me that we can in some. 
It was certain, from eternity, that this earth would exist 
Was not the determination of God to create it, the ground or 
cause of the certainty that it would exist 1 Did not God's 
determination to create the world make it certain that it 
would exist ? If it did not, will you tell what did 1 I pre- 
sume you will not deny, that God*s determination to create 
the world, made it certain that the world would exist. If you 
should, will the common sense of mankind sustain you in 
such a denial 1 Here, then, it is plain, the certainty of one 
event depends upon Uie determination or decree of God. 
And you must admit, to be consistent with yourself, that 
God's knoiuledge of an event depends upon the certainty of 
that event. You ask, (p. 6.) " Does God know an event to 
be certain because it is certain 1" and there can be no doubt, 
from the connection, that if this question was put into the 
form of an assertion, it would express yom'view of the truth. 
Every one knows, that to be foreknown, an event must be 
certain. The knowledge of an event depends upon its cer- 
tainty. Since, then, the knowledge of one event depends 
upon the certainty, and the certainty upon .the determination 
of God to bring it to pass, does not the foreknowledge of 
'^-od depend in this case upon his determination, or decree. 
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or purpose ? Have you any argument to advance against 
this conclusion 1 Will you claim that any is found in the 
supposition, that prescience is an essential attribute of God f 
^ is it not absurd, then," you ask, *^ to say the least, to make 
an essential attribute of iUerty depend upon the exercise of 
his attributes ? — the Divine prescience depend upon his de* 
terminations /^^ (p. 5.) How does it appear, that God's fore- 
knowledge of actual events is more essential to his exist- 
ence, than his determination? 

Tou say, *< that to know and to decree are distinct opera- 
tions." Nothing which you have said, shows to my mind» 
that the ** operation" of knowing that the earth would exist, 
is more essential to the Divine nature, than the " operation" 
of determining to create it Is it not, rather, absurd to con- 
sider ao operation an essential attribute ? I know that you 
say, ^ Prescience is an essential attribute of the Divine na- 
ture. But a determination to do this or that, is not essen- 
tial to the Divine nature. For aught we can see, God 
might .determine to make a particular planet, or not to make 
it, and in either case the perfection of his nature is not a^ 
fected." I reply, for aught I can see, God might know, 
that, the particular planet, which he might determine to make, 
or no^ to make, would exist, or know that it would not exist, 
according as he was determined to create, or not to create 
it, and in either case the perfection of his nature is not affect- 
ed* Of course, I see no weight in your argument, to prove 
that God's foreknowledge of his own works does not depend 
upon his determination, from the supposed absurdity of an 
attribute's depending upon the exercise of an attribute. 

Again, you say, **If God must predetermine events in 
order to know them, then, as the cause is in no case de- 
pendent ba the effect, the decrees of God must be passed 
and his plan contrived independently of his knowledge."' I 
confess, I do not see the connection between your premises 
and conclusion. Suppose God's knowledge that the earth 
would exist, did depend upon his determination to make it, 
how does it follow, that he determined so to do, without 
knowing that it would be best? Tour reasoning, sir, ap- 
pears to me to be hke this : In the order of nature, the 
Creator must know tkat the earth would exists and then de- 
termine to create it, or form this determination without an^ 
knowledge of the reasons why he should create it How it 

^eanif HaaX God must know (in the order of nature) thai 

2* 
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the earih would exists previous to his determination to create, 
or independent of it, or determine to create without a know- 
ledge of the reasons for creating, I own I cannot tell. Sure- 
ly no one can pretend, that a knowledge that the earth was 
to e2dst, was one of the reasons why it should be created. 
The '^ ludicrous" idea of forming and maturing a plan \^ith- 
out knowledge, I think must have originated in your own 
mind, rather than follow from the views that are essential 
to the system that you was opposing. 

If these arguments of yours are insufficient to show that 
God's foreknowledge of his own works, precedes his pur- 
poses, can any better support for the opinion be found in the 
Scriptures ? Suppose the Scriptures, in some cases, or in 
all if you please, do speak of the purposes or choices of 
God, as the result of his foreknowledge of the reasons why 
he should do, as he intends to do, it does not follow, that his 
knowledge that he shall do a certain work does not depend 
upon his determination to do it. And since the Scriptures 
no where assert, they furnish no evidence, that Jehovah's 
foreknowledge of his own works, does not depend upon 
his determination to perform them. 

I admit, " It is not difficult to conceive how the certainty 
of an event can beget knowledge," and I ask, is it any more 
difficult to conceive, that the determination of God to do, 
begets the certainty, that he will do what he determines to do'? 
May I not suppose, then, that we are agreed, in this one 
instance, that God's determination to create the earth, made 
it certain, that he would create it. It cannot be that you will 
deny this, for if you should, then the question will be, how 
is this denial consistent with what vou have already admit- 

Afler quoting a number of passages from the Bible, and 
this among others, " Who worketh all things afler the coun- 
sel of his own will," you remark, that " these Scriptures 
prove, that all GocPs works are in accordance with his own 
will and pleasure." Ml the works of God, then, are the 
fulfilment of his own will and pleasure, or which is the same 
thing, his purpose, design, decree or determination. Does 
God form new determinations, or are they all from eternity 1 
is he of one mind, or changeable ? Let the Scriptures settle 
this question. " He is of one mind, who can turn him V* 
" I am the Lord, I change not." 

In all that God does, then, he acts from an eternal design. 
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This, 1 trust, you must admit, or rdoct the hgictd edn^e- 
quence, of what you have admitted. If God creates a world, 
an atom or a man, he alivays purposed to do so, and at the 
precise time in which he does it. If he actually persuades 
a sinner to repents and obey, or pardons one, he always de- 
signed to do it, and knew that he should, at the moment it is 
done. If God admits a sinner to heaven, he did from eter- 
nity design to admit this very individual. Or else, he forms 
new purposes, and is changeable, or acta without design. 
This you will not pretend. For you claim " that all G(5's 
works are in accordance with his own will and pleasure.' 
AU, then, that God will ever do, wiir be in fulfilment of his 
eternal purposes. If the certainty of one work of God de- 
pends upon his determination to do it, does not the certainty 
of all his works depend upon his determination to do them ? 
Or will you point out the distinction between such of them, 
as have their certainty founded on his determination, and 
such of them as do not ? I think that you may see, that afl 
the arguments that apply to the case that I have taken, will 
apply to all his works. All that God will ever do, then, is 
determined and certain, and his determination is the ground 
or cause of the certainty. If not, then, how does he act 
according to his will ? 

Here if you should ask the propriety of the determina- 
tion, I would answer, his foreknowledge of the reasons for 
doing what he determines to do. As I view the purposes, 
and works of God, and the wisdom of them, I should think, 
this must be their order in nature. His purpose to perform 
certain works, makes it certain, that he will perform them. 
His knowledge that he shall, depends upon his determina- 
tion. He is determined to perform them because he knows 
it will be best. Have you, sir, any objection to this ? Now 
if this is a correct view of the subject, the divine prescience 
of his own works , does not precede hid determinations, but 
depends upon them. Nor are his purposes and plan form- 
ed, but in the exercise of infinite wisdom and benevolence. 
Here the objection is disposed of, that " his plan is contrived 
independently of his knowledge." Can you, sir, see any 
thing in this view of the subject, that " borders too closely 
upon the ludicrous to be dwelt upon in a serious discourse f 
in anwer to your question, " Is it not absurd to make the 
divine {irescience depend upon his decrees and determina- 
tions ?" I should, then, certainly say, No, sir, it is not, so 
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Cur as actual evepta are concerned. Crod, then, has fixed 
t|ie certainty of one class of events^ namely, all bis own 
works — all his works of creation, providence, and gracot and 
of the final judg ment 



LETTER II. 

Dear Sir, 

In a former letter, I came to this conclusion, that 6od 
has fixed the certain^ of one class of events, namely, all 
his own works — all his works of creation, providence, and 
grace, and of the final judgment. 

Now if any possible event can be conceived of, which will 
come to pass, without any dependence upon the agency of 
God, that is, any thing that God has done or will do, then, it 
may be, God has not fixed the certainty of such an event 

Will any sinful act of any being ever have existed inde* 
pendently of every thing, God is to do? Could the crea- 
ture have performed the act supposed, if Grod had not creat- 
ed him, or after he was created, if God had not sustained 
himi The common sense of a world answers. No. 

I think, sir, you cannot fiul to see, that no act of sin can 
ever have an existence, independent of God's agency in 
cheating and sustaining the sinning agent with all his powers 
necessary to perform the act , 

No sinful act, then, can be certain, unless the creating 
act, and sustaining agency of God is certain. But the cer- 
tainty of these acts of (rod, depends upon his purpose to 
do them. The same facts and reasonmg may be applied to 
all acts of created beings. It follows, therefore, that the 
certainty of all the acts that are ever to be performed by his 
creatures, depends upon the certainty of God's own works, 
and since the certainty of his works depends upon his deter- 
mination, the certainty of the acts of his creatures depends 
upon his determination or decree respecting his own works. 
As to events that depend upon the laws of nature, did not 
God know every event, winch would result from these law8» 
when he established thetnt If so, then, his determination» 
to establish and sustain these laws, fixed the certainty of aU 
the events that were to result from them. If you should 
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claim, that these laws are nothing, but the established me^ 
thods of Qod^s operations in the natural world, then this part 
of the subject is disposed of, in what has been said upon the 
Certainty of the works of God. 

Till some event can be pointed out which, in the nature of 
things, can come to pass independently of every act of God, 
I think I shall continue to believe, that the certainty of all 
events in GodPs dominions^ depends upon his most v>ise and 
holy purposes. I would not affirm that you believe all this, 
but! do think, that all this follows by logical consequence 
from what you have advanced, viz. ** that all God's works 
are in accordance with his own will and pleasure." Further 
it is implied in the foreknowledge of God, which you assert, 
that this cd'tainiy existed before any bemg existed but God. 
That this certainty existed thus early, you cannot deny with- 
out contradicting yourselfi and what is most plainly the fact. 
The certainty that existed before created beings existed, they 
could not have caused. One of two things, then, must 
be true ; this certainty existed uncaused, or the cause of it 
was God. Yet let it be remembered, that causing the cer' 
tainty, (in the way that has been pointed out,) that a being 
miU dause his otvn sin, furnishes no ground for the inference 
that (rod is the efficient cause of that sin. 

To present the subject in another form ; could it have been 
certain before the foundation of the world, that all creatures 
would in time exist, and perform all the acts that they were 
to perform, if he had not been detertiiined to create and 
sustain them and the world in which they were to exist? 
Could he have foreknown from eternity, that Adam would 
have yielded to the temptation of Satan in Eden, if he had 
not been determined to create and sustain them and the 
Earth? If the character and all the actions of creatures 
(moral actions and all,) could not have been certain, without 
God's determination to create and sustain them, and pursue 
the best measures of a moral government with them, and 
since they were certain to come to pass, if God had this de- 
termination, did not this certainty depend upon the deter- 
mination of God? For did not God know, that if he should 
create men, and pursue the measures which he does pursue 
with them, that they would do all, which they actually will 
do ? Did not the certainly of their doings, then, depend 
upon God's determination to pursue the course which he 
does pursue, in creating and sustaining them under his moral 



14 

government, since neither their existrace nor doings could 
have been certain to come to pass wiUiout ? If you should 
deny this, will you make it appear otherwise, and do it with- 
out evading the precise point which I have claimed, and 
without iaconsbtency with what you have asserted. 

We come, then, to diis result :~^the certainty of all future 
events depends upon Jehovah^s most wise and holy purposes. 
And this is what I understand by the doctrine, that '^ God 
foreordains whatsoever comes to pass.^ If yon feel any 
aversion to this form of expressing this truth, I would not in* 
sist upon it. I have no partiality at all for this expression. 
If I understood it to impty what you appear to, I should be- 
lieve it no more than you do. Ideas, facts and truth, rath* 
er than words, are, in my estimation, the most important ob* 
jects of inquiry. 

What more must necessarily be meant by the phrasOf 
** God foreordained whatsoever comes to pass," than that 
he made it certain, that what does come to pass would come 
to pass, or, that the certainty of all events results from the 
purpose of God respectmg his own works ? What does the 
word foreordam mean, but to make certain t Can you tell, 
sir, or conceive of any way for Grod to make any future event 
certain, without involving his own purpose ? I am free to ac- 
knowledge, I cannot see how the words, ^ God foreordains 
whatsoever comesto pass" imply, as youmaintain they do,that» 
he ^ by his will and decree, produces and causes sin" and 
<* makes sin a necessary part of his plan, and is the author 
of the very elements and materials of his own plan" ; there* 
fore I cannot see, that this statement at all justifies the in- 
ference, which you draw from it, because it does not contaia 
the idea, from which you draw your inference, that God is 
the proper, efficient, and sole cause of din. Now we say* 
this sentiment is not contained in our belief, neither in the 

{>remises, nor in the consequences. I shaQ not leave you at 
iberty to say, that this sentiment is contained in any thing, 
I have said* If this sentiment is implied, in maintaining 
that there was a certainty in the mind of God from eternity, 
that all events, that were ever to have existence, would come 
to pass, then, it is implied in your belief as well as mine. 
For you assert the absolute foreknowledge of God. Is it 
implied, that God is the sole and efficient cause of sin, in the 
idea, that the certainty of future evehts depends upon his de* 
termination in the sense pcnoted out ? Because it could not 
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be certain from etemify, that I should sin, without a det^« 
mbatioD of God to create and sustain me, and place me in 
circumstances of trial, is it implied in this, or does it follow 
from it, that God creates or irresistibly produces sin in me, 
or that he impels me to sin ? Common sense says, no, and 
will not admit of any other answer. Because the certainty 
of all sinful acts, must depend upon the purpose of God so 
fiuras, that without his purpose to create and sustain moral 
agents, who commit the sinful acts, they never could be 
committed, it does not follow, that men do not sin of their 
own free will, nor, that they could not avoid all sin, and do 
perfectly right in the sight of God, at all times, nor that God 
does not with all his heart desire to have them do so. 

The sinning agent is the cause of his own sins. To do a 
sinful act is to be the efficient cause and producer of that act* 
Clear away this false appendage that God impels men, or 
makes it unavoidably necessary for them to sin, clear away 
this false appendage of the true doctrine of predestination, 
and your objections to the doctrine fall to the ground by 
their own weight ; for your objections, so far as they have 
weight, are against this false appendage. Clear away this 
false appendage of the truth, then, and there can be no 
ground for.your first objection, that God is the author of sin. 

Nor does the doctrine, which I have defended, destroy 
free agency, unless the certainly, that a man will sin, destroys 
free agency. If this destroys tree agency, then, you must 
shpw, how your own sentiments are consistent with it It 
was as certain from eternity, according to your belief as well 
as mine, that Cain would slay his brother, as it is now, that 
he did slay him. Was he, therefore, not a free agent ? And 
was he guiltless in murder^]g Abel ? It was just as certain, be- 
fore the world was made, that you would preach and publish 
die sermon now under consideration, as it is now that you 
have preached and published it And though I cannot think, 
that you are perfectly innocent, in all that you have said in it, 
I think you will not undertake to excuse yourself, on the 
ground that you was not an accountable agent, in what you 
have done, or that it was impossible for you to do otherwise, 
because it was absolutely certain, that you would do, just as 
you have done. 

Nor does it array God's secret decrees against his reveal- 
ed will, according to your third objection. Might not God 
todow, that some beings would sin, if he should create them 
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and place ihem in the circumstances, in whiqh he saw that 
it was best they should be placed ; and because it would not 
be certain, that they would sin, without God's determination 
to create them, does this show that he may not with the ut* 
most sincerity command their obedience, and with all his 
heart desire them to obey ? 

It is easy to see too that your fourth objection, (that the 
system mars the moral attributes of God) does not stand 
against the doctrine which has been advanced. Because it 
results, from the fact that Jehovah purposes to do, what in- 
finite benevolence requires, that some beings, having the 
power to sin, will certainly sin, notwithstanding all that infi- 
nite wisdom and benevolence will permit God to do, to pre- 
vent it, does this doctrine destroy, is it not, rather, the only 
doctrine that is consisitent with, God's perfect benevolence f 
Rather than being necessary to the doctrine, to suppose that 
God '* holds men responsible for what is unavoidable," or 
that *' he makes laws and impels men to break them, it ap- 
pears to me to be a direct contradiction of it 

It cannot be necessary, again to repeat the doctrine, to 
show that it has no tendency to universalism nor to infidehty,* 
and that it puts no justifying plea in the mouths of sinners- 
It is only against the notion that God is the soje and effi- 
cient cause of sin, which has no necessary connection with 
the true doctrine, that your objections have any force so far as 
I can aee It must be admitted that against thi« the, ^ un- 
answerable. 

Ader all the examination I have given your arguments and 
objections, I can find nothing of reality in them, to militate 
at all against this firm ground of consolation and unshakea 
confidence in the providence and government of God, which 
is contained in the docti^ne : the certainty of aU events, that 
were ever to exist, did from eternity depend upon the infinitely 
wise, holy and benevolent pmposes of Jehovah, 

Let us for a moment trace some of the consequences of 
this blessed truth. It follows from it, that no event will ever 
take place which perfect wisdom and benevolence does not 
require that God should permit-^no other event will ever 
come to pass, than those, which, it will be better for the 
universe should come to pass, than that God should do ai^ 

* In mntwer (o this objection, see Gh.'Speo. Dec. 1831, review of F. 
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thing to prerent tbem, which he m\\ not do, or that he should 
leave ui^done any thing, that he might prevent them, whieh he 
will do through eternity ; or, that he should alter, one jot or 
tittle, the plan of his own works, which he has adopted. 

Again, it follows that every event will come to pass, 
which is for the greatest good of the universe, which the in- 
finite wisdom and benevcuence of God can bring to pass. 
And every event which is not for the good of the universe, 
but the reverse, and which God in th^ exercise of infinite 
wisdom and benevolence can prevent, will not be permitted. 
These are some of the consequences, which result from ihe 
fact, that the wise, holy, and benevolent purposes of God 
make certain those events, which are to come to pass in the 
kingdom of God. 



LETTER III. 

Dear Sir, 

Before we enter upon the discussion of the doctrine of 
elecfion, will you allow me to inquire. Do you not under- 
stand and use the term, election, in the same sense that you 
would adoption ? If you were to say, the sinner is elected 
because be receives Christ, and that he is adopted as a child 
c^ God, because he receives Christ, would you not mean to 
express the same idea by the term elected, as by the term 
adopted? Now your Calvinistic brethren hold to a condi- 
tional adoption into the family of God, and to a conditional 
final admittance into heaven, as reafiy as you do; if any do 
not, they must, I should think, be in an error, and let them 
aDfiWer it. The question, therefore, between us, is, not 
whether this idea of adoption accords with the truth, but 
whether another idea is not true, still. If you would use the 
word adoption instead of election, and direct all your argoh 
ments to prove that this is conditional, I think the Calvisis- 
tie brethren wootd unden^and you better, and admit nearly 
aS your argmnento as quite conclusive proof, of that point ; 
CM* if your argumentft were made to bear on the position, that 
aikn^ttaiice (o heaven is conditional, they would be regarded 
in tibe same light But they prove nothmg more. 

3 
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At the close of your diitoussion upon predestination you 
have ^ese words, ^* but for unconditional election* predes- 
tination would not be desired, even by those who hold to it, 
and but for predestination, unconditional election could not 
be maintained." I suppose you must mean those views of 
predestination which you have been opposing. You admit 
there is a true doctrine of predestination. Now you veiy 
greatly mistake, sir, if you suppose that all Calvinists ground 
their &ith, of what diey understand by *' unconditional Sec- 
tion,* upon such views of predestination, as the main of your 
arguments are directed against Nor do we desire the irut 
doctrine of predestination, for the purpose' of maintaining 
that any will be pardoned or saved, without complying with 
the conditions of pardon and salvation. There can be no 
profit in disputing about words, rather than ideas. 

There can be no dispute or doubt, but that pardon is grant- 
ed, in consequence of conditions having been voluntarily 
complied with. The same is true of adoption and final ad- 
mittance to heaven. Did you, sir, ever know a Calvinist, 
that maintained, that any person would be forgiven, and final- 
ly received to heaven, without repentance and faith, and per- 
severance to the end iu a life of holy obedience ? I am con« 
fident, you never did. Why then will you deal in the ^' av" 
gumenkun ad iimdiam^^^ as though directly the reverse of 
this were the fact? But if this is not the true doctrine of elec- 
tion, let us pursue the inquiry, what is ? And in ouf pursuit* 
let us bear in mind that election is choice. 

From what has been proved, viz. all the works of God 
are accomplished in fulfilment of his eternal design — ^fi^m 
what you have admitted, to wit, ' all Grod's works are accord- 
ing to his own will and pleasure' — and fi;om what the Me- 
thodist Advocate has asserted, viz. " Now we have no he- 
sitation in affirming, that God acts in all things accoiding to 
a fixed and eternal purpose," ** Nor is there, we should hop9, 
any dispute between us, whether when a sinner is converted, 
God converts him by His Spirit" — froin all this it follows by 
certain consequence, that, if God ever shall convert a certaia 
number, (and if he converts any number, it must, by una- 
voidable necessity, be a certain, definite number,) he has 
had an eternal and fixed purpose, or choice, to convert those 
very individuals, whom he does convert L e. he acts as 
he has eternally designed to. Here, then, we have an eter- 
nal election of a certain number of individuals, to be renew- 
ed by the Holy Ghost All this, if I am not mistaken, Mr 
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tiCGording to the Bible, the Methoduit Advocate, as just quot- 
ed, and Dr. Fisk. If jou should dissent from any part of 
the doctrine, will you give the public information, which part 
of the doctrine you reject, and while doing it, remember what 
you have said in your seraion. Tou will not, I think, deny, 
afler what you have admitted, ** that God acts in all things 
according to a fixed and eternal purpose,** and in so doing 
set yourself against the high standard of methodism, the Me- 
thodist Advocate. Will you tilien deny that God converts 
the sinner 1 or will you admit the doctrine to be true as I 
have stated it ? One of these things you must do, or do no- 
thing. I shall then regard the question between us, as re- 
duced to this single point Is the act or agency of God, in 
renewing, regenerating or converting the sinner, put forth in 
consequence of any specified condition, which the sinner has 
previously complied with ? 

To present nie subject in another form, keeping in mind^ 
that election means choice. If God pardons upon condition, 
he chose or determined to do so from eternity, i. e. he chose 
from eternity to do just as he does. What then, I ask, is 
the condition of pardon ? I answer, submission, repentance* 
faith, or in other words, but of the same meaning, a new 
heart ^Except ye repent, ye shall all likewise perish.'' 
** Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be sav- 
ed.'' ** Repent and be converted, that your sins may be 
blotted out." ** Repent and turn yourselves from all your 
transgressions, so iniquity shaH not be your ruin. Cast away 
from you all your transgressions, whereby ye have trans- 
gressed ; and make you a new heart and a new spirit ; for 
why will ye die, O house of Israel." That a sinner may 
obtain forgiveness, and escape ruin, he must believe, repent, 
or which is the same, make a new Heart and a new spirit 

I ask, agaiD, who induces the sinner to repent and make 
a new heart? Who said, "Anew heart will I give you"? 
Was it not Jehovah ? Who was exahed to give repentance 
unto Israel ? Was it not Jesus Christ ? By whom is the 
heart renewed ? ** He saved us bv the washing of regenera- 
tion and renewing of (he Holy Cfhost" " Of his own will 
begat he us with the word of truth." " A new heart also will 
I give you, and a new spirit will I put within you ; and I will 
take away the stony heart out of your flesh, and I will give 
you a heart of flesh." Tou must not say that, for God to re- 
new the sinner and give him a new heart, and repentance, is 
absolutely impelling and controlling the will, and inconsistent 
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with bis responsible agencj in Us repenting and turning (rem 
bis sins to God* For God to give Xhe sinner repentance is 
to induce him to repent-^to give him a new heart, is to per- 
suade him to love Grod supremely. In this, I trust, you will 
agree with the Bible, that God does give the sinner a new 
heart and repentance. And since "he acts in all things ac- 
cording to a fixed and eternal purpose,'' he renews all, whom 
be does renew, according to a fixed and eternal purpose. 
Does he do this in consequence of the sinner^s having 
complied with any condition ? If so, what is the condition ? 

Tou will not say that Christ gives the sinner repentance, 
because be has previously repented himself, nor that God 
gives the sinner a new heart, because he has preDumdy 
.made himself a new heart, nor that God renews him because 
be has renewed himself. If this should be said by any one, he 
would say it on his own authority, and not on that of the 
Bible. I cannot think, that any one, that has half the under- 
standing of Dr. Fisk, will presume to be wise so much above 
what is written, as to undertake to tell with what prescribed 
condition the sinner comities, in consequofnce of which God 

fives him repentance or a new heart. If I undei'stand the 
(ible, God has proposed no condition to his enemies, for 
them to comply with, in consequence of which he has pro- 
mised to maibe /Aem his friends. He has indeed promised 
them pardon and salvation upon the condition, that they be*- 
come his cordial friends by submission and repentance. 
But that he should promise, to subdue thehr enmity and in- 
duce diem to become his friends, in consequence of any 
condition with which they can comply, and remain his ene- 
mies while complying with it, would be utterly absurd, and 
inconsistent with his maintaining a rational moral govern** 
ment. Repentanoe^^the condition of pardon — God requires 
of the sinner as his duty, and he hae not enoouraged and 
will. not encourage him to delay this duty, and go Abont 
something else as a condition, upon which God will make 
lum willing to submit — willing to do that which is his first 
duty. For God to do dus would be, to promise the sinner 
the greatest blessing for his delay of duty. i. e. for an act of 
disobedience^ Does it not appear so to t/cm. Brother Fisk ? 
Yoa may perha[!s, inquire. Does not the Saviour say, 
" ask, and ye shall receive ?' Yes. And it is also said in 
his word, let him ask iQ faith. But it is not said there is any 
acceptable asking, which is not in the spirit of subiBisston 
and obedience* Can you believe, sir, that God will hear 



« smner^s prayer for vepentaoce, while he is in love with 
sins? — or for supreme lo¥6 to 6od« while he loves the 
world sjupremely ? Did not he, who eaid^ *^ Now we know 
God hearethnot sinners," express the common sense of 
mankind ? Will God hear any of the in^nitent sinner's 
prayers, while he is in a state of enmity against God, and 
refuses ita repent, and obey his Maker f Say not this makes 
God unmerciful. It does not^ If the sinnec will repent, 
(and this he can and ought to do, for God has enabled him 
to do. it, in making him a moral agent, and in making known 
4o him his duty)^ — ^if he wiU repent, God has promised to foiv 
^ve him, and is ready to fuliiihis promise. ^ If I rjsgard 
iniquity in my heart, the Lord will not hear me." And 
•does not that sinner regard an in his heart, who refuses to 
repent ? And do^ not every impenitent sinner refuse to re* 
pent, while impenitent? What else constitutes a person an 
impenitent . dinner, but refusing to repent? If impenitent 
ansety and impemtent prayers are the conditions of reg^ae*- 
Tation, will Dr. Fisk ii^oim us, why aU who comply wi& 
these coiiditions are not regenerated. It is believed that 
multitudes are thus anxious, and make many such prayers^ 
that are never converted. 

The word of God, then, forbids the supposition, that God 
wiH renew sinners, or give them repentance, in consequence 
of any condition, which they may be supposed to comply 
with, while they are his enemies. All are such, till they re- 
peat ^^ The carnal mind is enmity against God." Now, 
since all moral acts, done, before a person submits to God, 
or before his regeneration, (for regeneration and submission 
are inseparable,) are sinful acts, if God reg^erates him on 
ai^y condition, that he has previously performed, then he re^ 
^eoerates him, because he has performed some sinful act 
One of three things must be true ; regeneration is ancondi- 
tienal, or the condition is sia^ or impemtent men petform 
«ome holy acts. Who can besitatet which of these positions 
to take? 

The expression ^^ A new heart wiH I give you," is merely 
a propheey, of what God wouM do for some among the chil- 
dren of Israel, ins<»ne future time.. Now^ this might foe 
done, -eonsiatentty with the moral gevenmoeAt of God, in 
anewer to the prayers of Gxxl's friends, according to the' 
iatiBiatioQ^given in the coiltexti but not in answer to the 
pmyeia of his eneiues* 

3*. 



Chdf ihefk, aekLOOf regenerates mumere^ when ihey hwe 
fiat complied with any eonSuian of regenercAwn^and m doing 
Mm, he acts ^ according to a fixed and eternal purpose.^ 

On the 23d page of the sermon you call upon Calirinists, 
to answer the following question. *' if salTation is condi* 
tional and yet of grace, why not election f " 

If there were no absurdity in the idea of a cooditioBal ro» 
generation, I admit I see not why it might not be of groee, and 
3ie ehoice to regenerate of grace. But if the question is» 
why is not election condt<iona/, as pardon is conditional ? No 
Calvinist can desire any different answer to the question from 
that given in the text of your sermon. ^ Who hath chos^ 
us in him bef6re the foundation of the world, that we should , 
be holy,^' not because he foresaw, that wb should htme be» 
come holy, but to the end that we should become holy. 

I should regard it as questioning the truth of tbis>text> 
rather than explaining it, to say, ^* it would admit of being 
questioned, whether Sie choosing in Christ, bef(H*e the foun* 
dation df the world here mentioned, was a choice of certata 
persons c» men merely^ or as bdievmg men.'' (p. 19») To 
suppose flmt these persons were chosen as beHeving meD> 
i. e. as having become holy, when the apostle ^asserts, they 
were chosen that they mgM be holy, is to suppose it maubej 
directly contrary from what the apostle asserts it to be. ton 
say, this would be a ^ood meaning to tins passage, if it 
should be understood m reference to a personal electioo* 
How that would be a good meaning which contradicts die 
pbun assertion, I cannot see. 

Ton may also find an answer to the question, why is not 
election conditional ? in 2 Tim. i. 9. ** Who hath saved us> 
and called us with a hc^ calling, not according to our 
works," not because we had complied with previous condi* 
tions, *^ but according to his own purpose and grace.'* 

Now since God is infinitely wise, it is to be supposed, tbitt 
his choice, to renew &e heirs of salvation, was made in view 
of the best possible reasons. God foreknew frometemify, 
all the reasons which would exist, why he should do as he 
does, and in view of these reasons forms his detemiiiatioiu 
If he renews the sinner withoi]^ his having complied ^th 
previous conditions, he chose in eternity to doso« If CMU 
then, has determined all his own acts, an deotion of feta&aiB 
to be die subjects of regeneration "by the Holy 8pifit» when 
theylmd not comptied with any prescribed eondilioii8ft. is a 
doctrine that will stftad foreter. 
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LETTERIV. 

I 

psAR Sir; 

To guard our imnds agaiost objectioDs and tniscon- 
c^ons, it may be well to take a view of the doctnnef 
(estabUabed in Riy last letter^) ia its dtftereot aspects^ with 
sofxie of the facts that staod coniiected witiiit 

*^ Sin i« th& traasgreasion of the law." " Where thero^ is 
no kw, there is no transgression." Men are under coa- 
demnationi &y and for their own i^os and personal criminali* 
tj, «nd for nothing el0e« *' The son shall not bear the 
iniquity of the father." *^ The soul that sinn^th, it shall die." 

^ Grod so loved the worldt that he gave his only begotten 
son, that whosoever beiieveth on him should not pedsh, but 
have everlasting life." Thus he has made ample provisioik 
for the salvatbn of all, if all would believe, and obey die 
gospeU All who hear the gospel, can and ought to believe 
and obey. All disbelieve, and disobey. To all this, I am 
persuaded, you cannot refuse your assent All men, before 
they are renewed by the Spirit of God, i. e. made willing to 
repent, sin> in all their accountable acts, refuse to enter the 
narrow path, and choose th^ broad road that leadeth to de> 
struR^tion* 

But for ihe influence of the Holy Spirit, all would go to 
hell— 4hey would freely and voluntarily destroy themselves, 
when they coukl and ought to repent, believe, and be saved 
through Christ. ^* Except a man be bom of the Spirit, he 
cannot enter into the kingdom of God." ,** Look unto me* 
and be ye daved^ all the ends of the earth." ^* Whosoever 
wiU, let him take the water of life freely," 

God does renew some men, but not all. ^^ Of his own 
will begat he iM with the M^ord of truth." Some are bom of 
God* "^ Every one that k>veth is born of Grod." All such^ 
a»are renewed^ or bom, -or begotten of Ciod, are Christians, 
bein of heaven. ^ He that heareth my word, and believeth 
on Mm &at«<»it me^ hatH-everlasting life, and shall not 
come into condemnation." It is proved ,by the word and 
efaarader of God, that the influeaee of the means of grace, 
and of divine tmtb^ ii^iich the Holy Spirit uses, in renewing 
A» bearti df men, is consistent with their own free moral 
Agwsf and respcmsibility. This influence, by .which re-^ 
Ipeoeration is acooipplisl^, is of such a nature, that it io» 
dooes an enemy of God freely to become his fiiend. 
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God knew from eternity how great an amount of this in- 
fluence, in carrying into execution his designs of grace, he 
could use with the impenitent world, and with each individ- 
ual, consistently with the highest interest of his kingdom. 
He also knew definitely, how many, and whomt he could, 
guided by a regard for the greatest good of the universe, in- 
duce to repent, and continue to sanctify, and save. This 
definite number, and these very individuals^ he chose to 
make the subjects of regeneration bv his Spirit, and of. con- 
tinued sanctification, and of final aalvatioQ. But when he 
actually induces an impenitent man to repent — ^an enemy to 
become a friend, he does not do this, because this impenitent 
enemy has ever performed a penitent or holy act, for be ksut 
never performed any such act He never has made a peni- 
tent prayer, nor had a holy desire. That such is the charac- 
ter of impenitent men, I suppose you will admit. If not, you 
must deny the doctrine of entire, voluntary depravity, as I 
understand it to be taught in the word of GocLv In this sense 
regeneration is unconditional.v 

Will you permit me, sir, to state' once more* The act of 
God, in regenerating the sinner, consists in leading him to 
repent« Tw agency of the sinner in regeneration consists 
in voluntarily, and freely yielding to the influence, which 
God uses with him, and in repenting under it. The terms, 
repent — make you a new heart and a new spirit,-*-have, in 
the Scriptures, (I should think in most cases,) the saine im- 
port For the sinner to make a new heart, is for him to 
repent For God to give him a new heart or repentance!, 
is, actually to induce him to r^pent^ There is therefore no 
more inconsistency in speaking of the sinner's making a 
new heart, as he is commanded to, and of renewing his own 
heartland of God's giving him at the same time, a new 
heart and repentance, than there is ip saying, God inducee 
the sinner to repent, and the sinner repents under divine iop* 
fluence. Therefore God, in regeneration, 4oea not do, that 
which he has commanded tb^ sinner to do. Kor does Ihe 
mner» in turning to God, do that which God akme does, in 
^ving the sinner repentance. 

It may be esmedient also to obserrei that die reafitoo, why 
the influence of the Holy Spirit is necessary^ to make the 
sinner willing to repent, and submit to the autbcHrity and law 
of God, is, that he is now oowilhag, and not because be is 
tmaUe* 

Thus it afipeaiB ^ doatriae of deotion coostste of aoua^ 
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ber of facts. To which of these facts wfll you object ? If to 
any one, will you be kind enough to inform me which ? 

Tou can have no objection that God should do as he ^oes, 
in renewing sinful men, since he acts in view of the best pos- 
sible reasons. Nor that he should have determined from 
eternity thus to do, since he foresaw from eternity all the 
reasons of his conduct, as well as he sees them now. 

Here, then, is the doctrine of election, as I understand it 
to be taught in the word of God : — God has chosen from 
eternity to renew, to continue to sanctify, and finatly to save, 
those individuals of the race of Adam, whom he foresaw he 
could, consistently with their free and responsible agency, and 
toith the highest interest of the universe, or, in other words, 
consistently with the dictates of infinite wisdom, I doubt 
lirhether there is a Calvinist in New England who would dis- 
sent from this statement. God chose before the foundation 
of the world to do, just as he does. He does renew, con- 
tinue to sanctify, and finally saves, all those individuals whom 
he can, consistently with their accountable agency, and his 
own infinite wisdom. Will you not subscribe to this, my 
brother ? God, then, will convert as many as he can, con- 
sistently with his wisdom and benevolence, and regard for the 
best welilire of his kingdom. 

It has been my object, sir, to show you, that the doctrine 
of personal election does not depend at all for \U support, 
upon such abhorrent sentiments as you ascribe to Calvinists. 
How does the fact, that God regenerates his elect by an in- 
flaence that is adapted to their responsible agency, depend 
upon the sentiment, ^* that the will of man is irresistibly con- 
trolled in all its operations" ? Just take the statement that 
has above been made of the doctrine, instead of thiat gross 
caricature which you have displayed before the imagination 
of your readers, and it is the easiest thing in the world to dis- 
pose of the objections which you have raised, and of the hor- 
rid consiequences which you- have drawn from the snntiments 
you have ascribed to us# 

Ohj. la ^* The unconditional election of a part, necessarily 
implies the unconditional reprobation of the rest." 

fVhen all have sinned, and exposed themselves to a just 
condemnation, and when pardon is freely offered to all, and 
all may accept, and God does all that his wisdom and be- 
nevolence will permit, to induce them to accept, how does it 
follow, from the foct that he succeeds in persuading some to 
accept, that the rest are uncooditionslly reprobat^ 1 Any 
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one mast have keener Ic^cal powers than I possess, to con- 
jecture. 

According to jour 2d objection, the doctrine of election 
destroys the free grace and mercy of God altogether* 

How does, the fact^ that God in eternity chose to regener- 
ate some, and thus to lead them under the influence of his 
blessed truth, freely and voluntarily to forsake their sins, and 
comply with the conditions of salvation, apd accept of his 
mercy and be saved, ¥4ien they have never before done any 
thing but sin against him and reject his mercy, and never 
tootdd^ but for his regenerating grace, how does this des^oy 
the free grace and mercy of God ? It nether magnifies in 
the highest degree conceivable God's free grace and abound- 
ing mercy. 

From the fact that God has determined that he will re- 
generate as many of the sinful race of Adam, and no more, 
as he can consistently with their free agency, and the welfare 
of the universe, and his infinite wisdom, it does not follow, 
that he is a respecter of persons. Your dd objection, then, 
does not stand against the doctrine that has been stated. 
You would not have the great Jehovah desert the high inter- 
ests of his empire, tp induce a rebel to repent, and accept of 
pardon and salvation, which are already freely offered, and 
within bis reach at any moment that he should be willing to 
accept, merely because the rebel will not submit, and accept 
of pardon witnout. 

No one will claim that the doctrine of election, as I have 
stated it, is liable to your fourth objection : that it limits the 
atonement, M^ienitis remembered, that God has made pro- 
vision for the salvation of all ; and freely offered it to all, 
upon conditions with which they can comply. 

Your fifth objection is, that the doctrine which you oppose, 
" takes away all motives to repentance, by giving the sinner 
just occasion to say, if I am to be saved, I ohali bo^ do wbat 
I may^. Qjod if I am to be damned, I must be, do what I 
can." Following this you have stated several other objec- 
tions, which any one may See, do not stand against th^ doc- 
trine, which has above been defended. As to this last named 
objection, let it be considered, that every sinner that hears the 
gospel, MAT, and can, and OTJOHt to repent God demands 
it ; and does he demand impossibOities ? If he will repent, 
as he may ,^ he will not be lost. God will pardon and save 
him. There is nothing that I have stated, that implies, that 
God would not pardon the whole world, if they do, (as they 
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mayi) come to repentance ; nor that he ymH forgire 000, 
who does not The ^ct that God is doing, has done, aiMi 
toiU do all he can consistently with infinite wisdooi, to induce 
men to comply with the conditions of salvation, gives the 
sinner no occamon to sayi I cannot repent and be saved, nor, 
that I shall be saved* if I live and die a rebel against my 
Maker. What can give greater encouragement to benevo- 
lent exertion, than the fact that God is doing, and will do idi 
the good he can 1 

Do not understand any thing that I have written, as incul- 
eating the sentiment, tluit the sinner is as likely to be con* 
verted* pursuing one course as another* When in the 
haunts of vice and ignorance, and while the farthest remov* 
ed from serious consideration, he is the least likely to be 
converted, in all the judgment that we can form. And the 
most iikely to be, when deeply serious, and anxiously inquir* 
ing after the way of salvation he has set before him, by the 
providence and the Spirit of God, and a well taught ambaa« 
sador of Christ, the most powerful array of divine truth. 

I assure vo^y dear sir, th|it I esteem it of the highest im-> 
portance, ioat an ungodly world should be instructed to 
know, that God has not made his regenerating grace the 
subject of promise to rebels against his government, nor has 
he specified the conditions on which it may be obtained, or 
made known any farther than this, that he does what he sees 
to be best, the particular reasons, why he makes one the 
subject of it and not another. While I assure you this, I 
would have the truth presented to inquiring sinners, as well 
as to those that are at ease, so as to have the most powerful 
influence to lead them to repentance. 

If the sinner is anxious to know what he must do to be 
saved, tell him as the Saviour did, that he must repent or 
perish, and as Peter did, repent and be converted, and as 
God told the Israelites by the profdiet, Essekiel, xviii. 30, 
31. ** Repent and turn youraehea from aU your transgres- 
siona ; so iniquity shall not be your ruin. Cast away from 
you ail your transgressionst whereby ye have transgressed^ 
and make you a new heart and a new spirit, for why will ye 
die, O house of Israel ?" If he ask^ how shall I do this ? I 
would say to him, do it, as the Psalmist says, he did it 
^ J thought on. my ways, and turned my feet unto thy testi- 
monies." If you wo^d become a friend of God, consider 
upon your ways, your sins, your obligati<»is, your duty, and 
how reason and conscience ui^ yom: ix>mpUance : tUnk of 
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tbe eomimsnon of God in gimg his Son, and of the love of 
Christ that was exhibited in his groans and agony, his bloody 
sweat and deadi on Calvary ; ' think of God's forbeamnee 
too, while you have been trampling on the blood of his Son, 
and that after all your sins, ingratitude, obstinacy and reb^ 
lion, God the FaUier, Son, and Holy Ghost, are stil)t' yearn* 
ing over yon, to make you an heir of salvation, and thinking 
ofthese&ings, without delay give up all your sins, submit 
to the will of God, and resolve with «dl your heart to love and 
serve him forever. Do this that he may rejoice over you, 
tluxnigh eternity, as a son that was lost but now is found.. 

But if the sinner, more disposed to trouble himself id)out 
the agency which God takes in regeneration, than about com- 
pl3ang with the conditions upon which God says, he will save 
him, still asks, how shttll I obt^n regenerating grace ? If he 
mean by this to inquire, what he can do, before he repents, 
as a condition, that will lay God under obligation to make 
him willing to repent, there is nothing of the kind that he can 
do, and therefore the Bible ha9 not answered his question. 
It has only instructed us, that sinners are regenerated, by 

S' Biding to tbe influence of tmth pressed upon them by tlie 
oly Spirit, and obeying the demands of God, of which this 
is one, ^^ My son, give me thine heart." If he will so repent, 
as to have satisfactory evidence that he has repented, he need 
not question that God has converted him. But the only way 
for the sinner to become the friend of God, is, to set himself 
to the doing of the thing commanded. Repent* Make you 
a new heart Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ This the 
sinner should do, rather than fill his mind with inquiries about 
what God may do in this work. When one said to the Sa- 
viour, ^ Lor<](, are there few that shall be saved?'' instead of 
answering this question, he replied, ^ Strive to enter in at the 
strait gate.*^ This the sinner must do ; he must strive and 
enter, or he dies eternally. 



LETTER T. 

' <* Do I loTe my brother the less, because fieU htta hie faolta ?**^J>r. Fi^k. 

Dear Sir, 

In what I hare hitherto addressed to you, I hove had 
veiy little reference to «ikat has been b^eved and taught hy 
olhers. I have done this, that my investigations mi^ bf 
directed to the single object of elucidating the troAk The 
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task now before me is not so pleasant. In a former letter* I 
intimated, that you had inflicted an injui^ upon your Galvinb- 
tic brethren, as well as upon the cause of truth. Some of the 
reasons why I am compelled with pain to think so, I will lay 
before you in the following remarks* 

Tou profess, it is true, to discuss the subject ^ in a fom 
and manner suited to the present state of controversy,'' aisd 
in aspirit of ** brotherly and Christian candor*" In both theee 
respects I think you have grievously failed* 

I am sorry that I am obliged to claim, that you have utterly 
misrepresented the sentiments of your Cahini^tic bretluren* 1 - 
will not afBrm, that you have not ** fallen into Amiaiake in mat- 
ter of fact," and thus* done this ,** ignomntly." But certainly a 
man of your standing ought to A»otr, whereof he affirms. 

A charge similar to the one just stated, has been made by m 
writer in the Conn. Ob. of Nov. 7, 1831, who signs himself 
T\u$Ju To which you have replied, ^^ Qtierc. n herein? I 
never plead guilty to general charges." I will tell you, aiTt 
wherein, and you may discover in part from what I haye said 
^n former letters. The Ch. Spec, of Dec. 1831, also has told 
you: and though! had not the pleasure of knowinc, that your 
sermon had been reviewed in that able work, before the sub* 
stance of this and my former letters was written, I have beea 
happy to find, that the subject has been ably discussed, and 
with much Christian candor, mildness and forbearance. 

In a controversy which has been warmly combatted for near- 
ly 300 years, we might expect to find, that many inconsistent 
tilings had been said on both sides. To go back two or three 
hundred years, and quote such expressions ^ these, — ^ God 
procures adulteries, cursings and lyings," — '* God is the author 
ef that act which is evil," — ^'^God, by his workings on th« 
hearts of fte wicked, binds them and stirs them to do evil,"— ^ 
and then affirqaas you have, (p* 11) *' the distinction, there- 
fore, of aneimi and modern^ of rigid and moderaii Calvinista, 
is more in word than in reality," and thus charge upon Calvinista . 
generally, sentiments wluch diey would reject with the utmoet 
detestationr^to do this does not appear to me to be discussing 
the subject in a spirit of** brotherly and Christian candor," nor 
in a <* manner suited to the present state of the controversy*" 
Do yon thmk it is. Brother Fisk ? 

If I should select a few insulated expressions, the boldesl 
^■ i . ... .I... ■ .. ■ ,.i- ■■ , ■ I. ■ . ..I* 

^ See Cobb. Ob. Nov. 88^W. Fisk't Letter. 
4 
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and nsbest dmt I oouU find ia the reeorda of Anniaiaiugm ior 
HMiljr 300 yearsy and puiiiiah tiiem to the worklt. as tiie creed 
of the President of die Methodist Goliega at Middletowut and 
oo your utter denial of such views,if I should steadfaatl j ioeist 
jou mean to affirm, and not to deny, that these are yourviews^! 
would you admit this as a fair expositioD of your fiuthy and re- 
gard it as an instance of brotherly and Christian candor? 

i know you did assert in your sermon — ^ But the fact is* 
we make them accountable only for the logical consequences, 
of their doctrine.'' But how do you make it appear, that it is 
a logical consequence of our doctriae, that God is the sole, 
proper, and efficient cause of sin 1 This is the way,-^^* Hie 
whple system turns on this hinge,-^* God foreordains whatso- 
ever comes to pass,' For he tibat, by his will and decree^ pro- 
doces and causes sin, that makes sin a necessary part of his 
{dim, and is the author of the very elements and materials of his 
own pbn, must be the proper and sole cause of sin, or we 
have yet to learn the definition of common words, and the 
meaning of plain propositions*" Here you have taken acer* 
tain expression, and put your own construction upon it, and 
sneh a construction as you think will justify the inference, that 
God is the sole, proper, and ^cieot cause of sin.. I do not 
assert, I only ask, how much does the method of reasoning 
wUeh you here adopt, vary firom making a certain assertion, 
•nee, and then making it a second time, as an inference from 
the first ? Like thisy— God is tfie author of sin — he causes 
sin, therefore he is the proper, sole cause of sin. 2 and 2 are 
4, tiierefore 2 and 2 are 4, '^ or we have yet to ileern the defi** 
■kioa of common Vords, and the meaning of plain proposi- 
ttOBS." Just as though the phrase, *'God foreordains what- 
soever comes to pass^' means the- same thing as the phrases, 
God ^*by his will and decree causes and produces siuy" and 
** makes sin a necessar]^ port «of his plan, and is the author of 
the very elements and materials of Ins own plan,?' when it is 
imdenstood that sin cons^tesa partof the materiais^of this 
plui. 

Now we deny that Ae expression, <^ God foreordains," &o. 
■ems anything like the phra&es which you have set next sue- 
seeding it, in the quotation above. At all events, we deny that 
we have any such meaning, by the phrase, and assert that wi& 
sttoh a meaning it would not contain our belief, but would be 
a diiect contradiction of it Aocording4aour belief, God does 
not, bv his will or decree, or in any (Hha*. way, produce sin ; 
nor is ne the author of those materials, which sin may be sup- 
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posed to constitate, of any plfen. Nor does he make sin « 
oeoeflsaiy part of his plan, in euch a sense that it camiot he 
avoided* He oaly adopts the hest possible plan, when he 
knowfl, thirt sin ifiU heihe eonsequenoe of certain acts of his 
own, which are included in that plan, and therefore he inckrdes 
in his pkuit also, certam measures to countorai^ its celiseqden- 
ces. 

His plaii includes &e citation of men, and putting them oil 
ttkl, m such oircnimtanees as his wisdom dictates, when he 
knows diey wHi sin ; «uid therefore he makes it a part of Ms 
plan to overrule m, so as to make it the occasion of i^the 
good to his kingdom in his power* 

Now, sir, you mast not complain, if wedonot suflRsr you to 
explaiitonr toords, sons toem^mce in their vefy meaning, 
some olMioadeiis sentimeiH, which you have undertaken to fas* 
ten upon us as a l^icai aniueqfunee of ou^ belief. B/dd&g 
this you have oi^y begged ^fte pOiht in debate. 

I assert, tiien, on these grounds, and I ask a candid piefclie, 
and every lover of tru^ and justice, to judge betWe^ us, 
whether you are right in ascribing to us sentiments which irH 
dttclaim, or we in a^sierting, timt the odious sentiments which 
you have with such sed attempted to fast^i upon us, are not 
cofitamed in our b^^ief, neithef in^ the premises nor in iSae eoth 
sequences. If doing, as it appears from the above qootlEitions 
you have done, is either eiuted to the present, or any other 
slate of die controversy, or consistent with Christian candor, 
espeeiaUy aftw admitting as you do, in the very midst of these 
representations — ^^ we are often told, when we quote Calvin and 
his cotemporaries, that these are old authors, that mode^ CaK 
vtmsls^io not hold thus, and thsA tiiey ought not to be account- 
able Ibr these writers," then I havi^ greatly misjudged. 

If lifter all, you should be disposed to make it appear, that 
the sentiment, that €^d is the sole cause of sin, is contamed 
in, Cft > follows from the word$i ** God fore6rdains whatsoever 
conies to pass,^' you may have all the triumph that you can ob« 
tain. But we shall Ml say, such is not our belief. And if 
]^u wish to know whom I intend to include under the term 
we, I would only say, all that believe as I do, and I am happy 
in the belief that thm number is not small. ' 

•I will not, affirm, that you have not wrought yourself into the 
Mirfib&i we h<^ that 6od is the sole, efficient cause of sin. 
It maj foe thM that emboldens you to believe, that when we 
deny the sentiment, we to^ one thing, but mean the reverse of 
what we say. Now for argument sdce^ let it be admitted, that 



we nre at tttnes guilty of such double desliiig* How can yog 
iiadertake to tell what we do believe ] lodeed, how would ii 
be possible for us to assure you of our belief? And then how 
eould you tell at any given tiaie« that we did not jneaa, and be* 
liAve^ toO| what we said ? 

Tott have been accused by ^ Truth" of chargiogyour bretk* 
len with '^daplicity and insincerity," and you have denied 
the charge. (See Conn. Ob. Nov. 7 and 28, 1831.) This 
point 1 wish to examine a little. . I quote from the sermon 
(p. 30). ^ To represent the thing as it is, seems so much like 
•octtsing our brethren of insincerity and duplicity, that nothing 
but a regard to truth would induce me to allude to it." I ad- 
mit that whpt you have done, does seem io me about as much 
like accusing Calviiiists generally, of insincerity and duplicity, 
as anjrtiiing can seem like itself; though you have not called 
naniOe* And you may claim, that a regard for truth induced 
you to do it If so, 1 la^ient that you did not know better what 
the tmth was— that you should so ^' mistake in matter of fact." 

I quote the sermon. ^ Take one instance — ^AU sinners, we 
9te told, may come to Christ if they toUt^ and therefore they are 
eiiminal if they do not Now this mode of speech corresponds 
fery well with Scripture and reason." And then you affirm 
that Aismodeof speech^ according to Hopkinsian technics, 
implies an impossibility of obtaining salvation; i. e. vaccording 
to Dr. F. it implies directly the reverse of what it asserts* 

By what authority you interpret our language by "^ Hopkin- 
sian technics," you have not told us. That the views even of 
Hopkins would justify your interpretation^ I have yet to learn* 
Tou go on to infer from your interpretation* — ^ Hence all such 
modes of speech are worse than unmeaning— rthey have a de- 
ceptive meaning. They mean one thing in this creed, and an- 
otter thing in popular language. It never occurs to the gene- 
rality of mankind^ when they are told they may do thus ond 
thus, if they will^ that there is a secret^ omnipotent influence 
impelling and controlling the will They suppose that these 
expressions therefore mean that, independent of all irresistible 
foragn influences, they have within themselves power to 
choose or not to choose" [i. e. to reluse.] Very welL This 
m just what we would have them suppose, only leave out the 
word ^ foreign," lest any should suf^se that it is meant, that 
they choose without any influence from motives, i. e. the o\^ 
jects of choice. We would not have it occur to them, that 
&ere m, because there tsnotwa omnipotent influence impeUing 
end cpntroUing the will. And yet you undertake to assert ia 
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I mto eimte «oiineetio& with the above quotation^-*' Aad jet 
the real meaning of the speaks differs as much from tfaiai.asa 
negative differs from an affirmative. In perfect acco^ 
ance with the foregoing, is the common explanation that 
is given to the doctrince of election and reprobation.— Eep^ 
robation is kept out of sight, and yet it is as heartily b^ 
lieved by modem Calvinists as it was by John Calvin him- 
self. It is taught, 100, but it is taught covertly.'^ Whetb* 
er you have accused your brethren of insincerity and di]h> 
phcity, I wouki now leave for others to judge. If any should 
doubt whether I have quoted fairly, let them examine forthem* 
selves the sermon, pp. 30, 31, and 11, and as much farther ai 
they please. 

From this examination, it appears to me^ that you practically 
chum, that when Calvinists make any statement of their belief 
with which you are not suited, you have sufficient authority to 
hold them before the public, as believing directly the reverse of 
what they claim to be their faith. It appears also to bel<Hig to 
the privilege which you practically claim, (pp. 10 and il), to 
charge upon Calvinists of the present age, any ra^ statement 
that may have been made on that side of the question for 300 
years. If you think this method of treating the subject is 
adapted to the present state of the controversy, it may appear 
to others, that yoo need farther information on the subject. If 
you have the right and authority of holding your brethren np to 
the world, when you please, as believing the reverse of their 
own statements, it would be in vain for them to open HbM 
mouths in defence ; you must necessarily triumph. If con- 
troversy is to be managed in this way, when will it ever endt 
' Suppose I should charge a man with believing what he did 
not, and then, when he should say anything that did not accord 
with what I supposed be believed, I should accuse him Of say- 
ing one thing, and of meaning exactly the reverse ; how much 
wooid this di^r from additig insult to injury ? Or suppose a 
man does believe a certltin doetrioe, would this authorize me 
to assert, that he says one thing and means quite another, 
every timer be advances an3^hitig inconsistent with the doctrine 
supposed T The first of these suppositions corresponds^ in my 
view, exactly with your treatment of all that chiss of CalvinistSf 
vriiether they eonstitute a majority of the whole gt not, who^da 
not adiait that Crod is the efficient cause of an, and the latter^ 
of those whotlow I apprehend that it is no new, o^uncommon 
tkingfftr Calfinists ta be treated after ^s manner. If the 
Chrisdan Spectator in the review of your aemion baa told cor- 

4* 
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ncdv what the faith ia of a large proportion oTCahrioiati, t0 
nj the least, how must it appear in the eyea of Heaven for jom 
to charge upon them the doctrine, that God ia the aole and 
efficient cause of sin. i And how most management like tins 
hinder the conversion of sinners, and therefore cause their 
luin? 

If we are guilty in manner and form^ according le the rei^ 
import of what you have said concerning us, I see not, how 
we can lay any consistent claim to the Christian character. If 
you think we can, your views of what constitutea Christian 
character must be differeiit from mine. It seema to me, there-* 
fore, that the effect of your representations, concerning our 
wutnagement and duplicity, so far as they are received, wiH be- 
|o destroy all confidence in us as Ministers and Christiam^ 
Vhiether you shall succeed in your design, whatever it maybe* 
^enlightened community will decide. An attempt to sustain 
these representations, can be no less than to place your charac- 
ter in one end of the balance, and ours in the other, for a de- 
•ision which will prevail. 

If jfOtt have evidence^ that any of your Calvinistic brethren 
behove any of those shocking sentiments which you have 
diarged upon us all, ancient and modern, rigid and moderate. 
Since you say, the distinction is more in word than in reality, 
you should have kept truth and justice on your side, by charg** 
ing them only upon those who believe them, and you should 
have made some distinction between those who hold the ob» 
aoirious theories, and those who do not. As to your holding 
as responsible *^ only for the logical conieqtuncei of [our] doo 
trine,*' we shall think it necessaiy that you start with correct 
premises, before we shall be very careful to hold ourselves 
reaponaible for consequences. You wiU not expect of us, 
that we should attempt a defence of the absurd consequences 
of what we do not believe, merely because yoo pretend, con- 
trary to our positive assertion, accoriing to yasr own eonets* 
fhnt to think we believe themi or because you attempt to make 
the public think so. 

In giving your sermon to the public, I suppose you must 
have been aware, that the public would understand you as in* 
eluding among Calvinists the Orthodox Congregalicnal Cleiv 
gymen of New England, as well as others ; {rf* course that you 
would be considered as virtually professing to give an exhit»r 
tion i>f their fentiments, on the subject of which you treat* If 
I am correct in this, I think you have done them eapeciaHyi 
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well at odienif great injustice ; and I know jou bave, many at 
them. So fkr as I have knowledge on the subject, (and I 
have had my instruction and manner of life from my childhood 
up» among them^ and have been conversant with their theolo- 
gical seminaries and ecclesiastical bodies,) there is not a man 
of them that would not dissent from many of the views which 
you Imve attributed to all Calvinists. If any of them choose to 
take tiie responsibility of, and defend, the views which you 
have attributed to us, you and they will be at liberty to settle 
that part of the subject between yourselves. 

Agakit — as evidence that we hold the obnoxious sentiments 
laid to our charge, you affirm, (p. 31,) ^^They say even in 
tibeir church articles of faith. We believe in the doctrines of 
grace, as held and taught by the Fathers and Reformers^ in the 
church." Now whom do you. mean by they^ but all reputed 
Calvinists ? This may be in the creed of some of the church« 
es in New England. But I doubt not, that most of them have 
nothing like it in their creed, and if they had, it would not jus- 
tify you, in regarding every expression of the Reformers' views 
as the standard of our &itb. 

Tour statement, also, of the points on which you affirm we 
are at issue, appears to be fitted to make the impression, that 
we teach what we do not. ^ We believe that the character 
and acts of intdligent beings, so far, at least, as their moral ac- 
countability is concerned, are not definitely fixed and efficient- 
ly' produced, by the unalterable purpose and efficient decree of 
God. Here, therefore, we ace at issue." (p- 4*) If any 
should choose to be at issue with Dr. F. on this statement, 
they can speak for themselves. If there are any, it is to be 
hoped their number is small, unless the point in dispute is 
found in the words ** definitely fixed." You may see, sir, from 
what has been advanced in these letters, (if my testimony is to 
be credited) that I believe, as firmly and sincerely as you can, 
^ that the character and acts of intelligent beings, so far at 
least as their moral accountability is concerned, are not ^"^^^ 
^ciently produced by the unalterable purpose and efficient 
decree of God." The words 'definitely fixed,'! have omit- 
led* In regard to this point, I believe the responsible acts of 
moral agents are not fixed, in any such sense, or by any such 
means, as to render it impossible for them to act otherwise, or 
impossible for them to do right, perfectly, and at all times. 

I see no cause to dissent at all from the above statement^ 
pfeeisely as you have made it, unless you mean, by inserting 
die phrase, * definitely fixed,' to exclude the idea, that there 
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is a defioitey fixedf complete certain^, concerouig nil tbe acta 
s^ character of intelligent beings. If (tiia is your designt 
then, here you are at issue with me, and no leas so wHh your- 
self. You are at issue with me, ibr I believe, *^ Whatever 
God foreknows or foresees, will undoubtedly come to pass ;" 
and with yourself, for these are the words of Dr. Fisk. 

If any hold, that God is the sole, proper, efficient caufte of 
sin. Dr. Fisk is at liberty, like wery ather man, to enter the 
lists with them, and Calvinists will not be wanting to sustaia 
him, in defence of the doctrine, that man is. the .proptr^ sofa 
tffident camse of hia mm acli(m$. Indeed, the incormctoess 
of the dogma, that God is the proper, and sole efficient cause 
of sin, would be sufficiently exposed, if the arguments ifouad 
in Dr. Fisk's sermon, were, with due discriminatioa, nmde to 
bear directly and solely upon that point. 

It is to be apprehended, that the cause of truth loses much* 
from the fact, that there is so much discussioa about what ba» 
been taught, rather than, concerning what is truth. It is bo 
part of my object, to show that no man eveit believed all that 
in this sermon you have ascribed to all Calvinists ; though I 
seriously doubt whether such a man exists oa the face of the 
earth. If there is, make him, and him only, responsible for 
his belief. So far as I am concerned, and many cf my bretfa* 
ren m the ininistry, L should say, all the appearance there ia of. 
triumph, <^ even of plausibility, in your sermon, is owing to 
your asi;ribing to us sentiments which we do not entertain, 
and to your confounding with the doctrine of God's purpose 
and agency, notions, which have no necessary connection with 
it. The Clause of truth can never be directly subserved, by 
charging upon others, as their belief, what they do not be» 
lieve. This is the way to ^ause jealousvt prejudice, distrust 
and disunion, among those who ought to iabor as friends and 
brethren against error and sin, and in support of truth and 
r^hteousness. To cause such evils by such means, must be 
h^fUy injurious to the cause of Christ, and seriously offensive 
to a holy God. Cootroversia) writers would do well to re- 
member there is a judgment day. This truth should make 
thism beware, by what means they attempt to subserve the 
purposes of a piarty, or cast odium upon their brethren. It 
diould le^d them to mako truth, not triumph^ not party inter- 
ests, their supreme object. 

Some who may read this letter, may very likely be diaposed 
lo think} or fear at least» that f(p ^»tm coloriqg baa beeai 
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Even. All such I would request to read the sermooi obtain a 
lowledge of facts, and then judge. 

Now, sir, I would say in conclusion of this letter, if jrou 
should wish to write in opposition to the sentiinents of your 
brethren, would it not be well to ascertain definitely Mfhat their 
senthnents are, and who are responsible for thetn. Then if 
you discuss them fairly, perhaps you may convince them that 
Miey are wrong ; or if you should fail in this, they may have a 
fiiir opportunity to convince you that they are right, and thus 
tiie cause of truth, which ought t6^ be dearer to us than any 
temporal interest, may be promoted. My prayer to God is, 
that you may understand and love the truth, and be the means 
of communicating much of it to the young men under your 
care, and to your Methodist brethren in the ministry. If I 
have set down ♦* aught in malice," or under the influence of a 
misconception of a fair construction of what you have said, I 
(desire that I may discover the mistake, and be willing to take 
any wise course to rectify it. May that God who giveth lib- 
erally, grant us bo& much of that wisdom which is from 
above. 
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Dear Sm, 

Since I have given some notice of your letter of die 
18th of Nov. last, to the Editor of the Con. 6b. published also 
in the Meth. Ad. Dec d, 1381, I may be expected to make 
some further remarks upon it. I would observe, that I c^ih 
not see wherein *^TruW^ has given an unfair representation 
of your sermon. In supposing that, ^^Trtith'* dared you to 
repeat those extremely offensive statements made in the s^- 
mon, in my judgment you was mistaken. He only stated as 
it appears to me, (in strong language to be sure,) his confi- 
dence that you would not dare charge to the face^ fhe gentle-> 
men named, or any other evangelical minister, with wbityoa 
bad vhtually charged upon £e whole body, to which they 
belong. 

Ana it does not appear as yet that he was mistaken* Raft- 
er than do this, you have chosen to repeat your charges 
againist the whole body, to which they belong, whether widt 
more courage than just cause, let the reader judge. 

Again, I suppose, Ttath considered your sermon fair gwno 
for a little eorcasm^ and possibly did not mean to be vety seri- 






OI19 m saying, that ** good Presbyterians will say to him* €rod 
has decreed tbeir preaching as w^ as his.'^ If he was, atid 
if he understands ^e subject of decrees as yoii do, I do not 
see, but he must hang upon the horn of your dilemma, where 
you so unmercifully lefl him. Rut I fbiok he would find no 
difficulty in slipping off, if he entertains those views of de- 
crees, which have been advanced in these letters. 

In my former letters I have endeavored to convince you 
that you have been under a great ** mistake in matter of fact,'^ 
as to the faith of your Calvinistic brethren. That this is 
the ease with a great majority of them I believe, that it is so 
with regard to many of them, I Ibink I do certainly know, 
unless I have egregiously misapprehended your sermon, or 
unless you have (what would be painful to suppose) knowiilg- 
ly misrepresented. 

In this letter you aver, that you have not moved the ques- 
tion before the public ^ whether Dins. Woods, Beecher, Spring, 
Alexander and Miller are in grain and in heart insincere and hy- 
pocritical." True, you did not in your sermon call their names, 
nor the names of others. But whether you have not virtually, 
and with more boklness than truth, accused Calvinists gener- 
ally of insincerity, duplicity, and of shamefully concealing 
their sentiments, I am willing to leave, afler what I have said 
in former letters, to the readers of your sermon to judge. 

In this letter of yours, I should think you manifest some 
dottbty "whether you have not mistaken Uie facts, on which 
y€Hir representations 10 die sermon were founded. And the^ 
say *^ If I am in a mistake as to facts, it is believed that more 
than one half even of professing Christains in these U. S. are 
in the same mistake. I have only written add published 
what is common talk in our land. * * Now these things are an 
injury to the cause of God, and if I believe them to exist, shall 
I hold my peace" ? I answer, if I believe that a man is a 
timid cigoling hypocrite, denying that he holds certain unpop* 
uiar sentiments^ while be heaii^y believes them, and where 
it will in any measure do, covertly teaches them, or sup- 
pose &at what I believe about a man, could not bear quUt 
BO high a color as this, shall I hold my peace, till I have ob* 
tained a correct knowledge of faets^ or shall I send what I 
have mistaken to be his fame on the wings of the wind ? The 
lepiesentations of the sermooi Dr. Fisk claims to be the com- 
mon talk in the land« and it may be so among. certain classes 
ef the community* If it be, how can it be accounted for? 
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Whj thmie lure scofibrs, and maoy who hate tho truth and 
love to misrepresent it and its preachers. 

Again, suppose Methodist preachers had been in the habit 
of preaching wch semuma as yourSf wherever thej go, (and 
diey do not always stay in one place ;} would not that account 
for some of this ^* conunon talk " on the supposition that tbdr 
hearers have no better means of information ? Nowifthb. 
evil exists by these means, (I do not say it does, let those 
tell who know best, but if it does,) to whom does it belong ta 
remove it ? 

Towards the close of your letter you remark, ** I am sensi- 
Me, while evil surmisings exist there can be no peace, and 
tnx&i is obstructed.'* I would, thpn, seriousfy caution Dr* 
Fiskii and I would sincerely request him to caution hisMetho- 
^t'brethereni to beware how they occasion such^^^ evil surmi*^ 
nogs/' 

The very reason why, *' the advocates of predestination Hem 
[to you] desirous to cover up and keep out of sight, some of 
the most offensive features of their system" may be the very 
mistake, by means of wUch, you have supposed that they 
believe wli^t they do not It would be strange indeed, while 
you suppose they believe as you have represented in your 
seimon, allowing them to be honest men, if they did not Htm 
so, to Dr. F. And what sort of predicament would one ap- 
pear in, who should undertake to prove that they do not #ccm 
as you say they do ? 

Again, they are constantly^ (L e. . from time to time from 
John Calvin's day down to the present time) changing their- 
manner of stating and defending their system." 

And what if men have, from Calvin's days to this time, been 
maJiing advances in knowle<^e of the philosophy of the* 
nund and.in knowledge of the word of God, and have chang- 
ed their belief and statements so as to correspond to their 
advancement in knowledge ? For myself I should regard this 
as evidence of their wisdom, and that they love the truth so 
ae to make it their chief object* And I should regard it ae 
evid^ce, that their present creed must be in advance of the • 
Methodist articles of faith, arbund which so many almost insur* 
xnountables obstacles are thrown to prevent its amendment 

Suppose the general system of truth which you adopts had , 
been fltated and defended at difierent times with different de* 
^rees of correctness. Would that be evidence, that the 
truth, as you would state it, i^ not truth ? If it be, then I 
thiak there must be abundant evidence, that any statement, 
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tiiat jott can make of any disfMited doctrine^ would not stand 
the test The Sd statement of your chaUenge, if it be in part 
truey and this I have no wish to ^ny, is also in part false. I 
would therefore recommend to you, as your duty^ to find out 
how much of it is false, and corect it accordin^y. - 

As to the other specifications of your challengef contained in 
your letter, I am willing they ^ould be trusted to the good 
aense of the community, without any farther reply for the pre- 
sent, than is to foe found in what 1 have written. Since yon 
profess, that truth and peace are your object, you will rejoice 
to learn that you have been so much mistaken, as to matter 
of fact, in regard to the views of your t brethren. And mnca 
some of your statements in the sermon are beyond dilute 
incorrect, and therefore utterly incapable of support by your- 
self or any other man, (if your brethren may be allowed to 
state their own belief, and to define the meaning which they 
attach to their own words, as they understand their import in 
popular language) I hope it vntl be seen, that you ** dart 
acknowledge it," according to the courage which you have 
professed, and do what you can to counteract the injwy. 
And lam willing freely to admit, that if you have moral cour- 
age enough to do this, it is more than many have. Never- 
theless, I think it is a duty, that you owe to yourself, to the 
Christian public, and to the Judge of all. It is to be hoped 
tiiat you will do this, without adding to the injury you have 
done us, by attempting to prove, we believe any are uncondi- 
tionally reprobated, or that we do not mean as we-say^ when 
we aver, that all impenitent men who hear the gospel, mcrjf 
and can and ought to come to Christ without the kast delay, 
or diat wo do not mean just as you say people naturally un- 
derstand us, when we use such language. Though I do loot 
know, that any one would have any objection to your stating 
the reasons which have led you into so great a mistake. We 
are willing that what you have done, should have all die ezten* 
nation of which it will admit. 

It is much to be desired^ fhat the *^evil surmisings," of 
which you speak, should be put to rest forever. I think they 
■my be put to rest, and if they are not, a^reat amount of 
sin will continue to be committed in this thing, while the cause 
•f truth will suffer and bleed at every pore. If the combion 
talk in this land be, as you represent, it is high time that this 
^reat community should be so much disabused^ as to be in- 
formed of the truth, and of facts. 

Tou have adied in the letter **bow can public evils b* 
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remedied, but in a public way ? [And affirm] Even if the 
public reppoach be unmerited, it can only be removed by a 
public vindication." Such a vindication Las been given by 
the Christian Spectator, in the review of Dr. Fisk's sermon, 
Dec. 1S31. I agree with you, sir, *Mhata scandal exists, 
cannot be denied. Whether with or without [just] cause, is 
an important question and one that vitally concerns the cause 
of Christ." Might not this question be settled, ii the preach- 
ers of your denomination would select a man or a number of 
men, or if you, sir, would volunteer, to make out a reply to the 
doctrinal statements, facts and views, in the review of your 
sermon, in the Ch. Spec, and make a statement of what you 
admit, and what you reject, of those statements as to doctrine 
and truth, leaving out of view what has been' taught or believ- 
ed, and begin de novo the simple question what is true ? And 
let the matter be pursued, till it shall appear definitely, where- 
in the parties are agreed and wherein they differ, and thus let 
the community have the direct and sure means, (not hear-say, 
not ex parte representations), of knowing and judging for 
themselves. In this way I should hope, this end, so much to 
be desired, might be accomplished. If this were done on 
your part, or that of your Methodist brethren, 1 think the 
Christian spectators would not be backward, in their labors 
to promote a fair understanding of the doctrine, which they 
regard as true, and the arguments by which they are support- 
ed. But if you and your brethren should on the whole think 
it not prudent to adopt this course, my advice is that you no 
longer continue, either in public or private, to charge upon us 
those opprobrious sentiments, by doing which, some have*fear- 
ed that you and your brethren' have occasioned some of those 
*' evil surmisings'^ and that " commcn talk*^ by which peace is 
disturbed and truth obstructed. 

But if you choose, rather than have a little dispassionate, 
definite and fair argumentation and discussion, to take this 
advice and to labor as well as you know how, to persuade all 
impenitent men without exception, elect or non-elect, that 
they can and ought to come to Christ, without any delay, and 
thus secure their salvation, and fix a hope, as an anchor to* 
their souls, fast by the throne of God, we will bid you God 
speed with all our hearts. 
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LETTER VIL 

Dbar Sir, 

In Doticing in a former letter certain points of agreement 
and difference between us, I intimated, that there were certson 
other points of difference, which were not there named. 
Will you permit me, sir, now to bring some of them to view 1 
To notice them all may not be expedient. 

My curiosity has been raised to know what to understand 
by the following expression in the sermon : (p. 23.) " When 
the sinner repents and believes, there is no merit in these acts 
to procure forgiveness and regeneration, etc." When the sin- 
ner has repented, it seems proper, upon the gospel plan, that 
he should be forgiven. But does he need regeneration imme- 
diately on his repentance, before he can have apostatized? 
Can it be, that you hold, as one would suppose you do, from 
the above quotation, that regeneration succeeds repentance as 
ihe condition upon which regenerating grace is granted ? Let 
it be noticed that regeneration is the act of God, by which he 
turns the sinner from his sins to righteousness, and that re- 
pentance is the act of the sinner, in which the sinner himself 
turns from his sins to God. Now to suppose, that the sinner 
has himself turned from his sins, and that upon this condition 
God afterwards (and before he can have apostatized, as an 
Arminian might claim) turns him, appears to me absurd. 

Is it not absurd to suppose, that the sinner has become wil- 
ling to submit to God's authority and become his friend, and 
upon thb condition God makes him willing to be his friend, 
when he was already willing ? It may perhaps be useful, to 
trace some of your sentiments to some of their logical conse- 
quences. In doing this, I might claim the example of Dr. 
Fisk, though I hope that I shall be more successful in tracing 
only legitinrnte consequences, than he has been. If I do not 
reason rigl^, I hold myself ready to be corrected. If I reason 
sophistically many will be able to detect it, and point it out. 
But I will endeavor not to expose myself to such a charge. 

Will you permit me to enquire what evidence there can be, 
that Mam cmd all his race lost their moral agency in the fall ? 
The reasons in favor of the suppomtion, that this sentiment is 
implied, in the belief of yourself and many of your Methodist 
brethren, are in part the following. If I do not misundenstaiid 
your sermon, you hold that men are bom the subjects of a 
derived depravity^ which consists in a constitutional property, 
and not exclusively and entirehf in moral exercise^ and yet is 
damning in its nature — and wi&out the grace that comes to 
them tlffough the gospel, &ey would have no ability to obey the 
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law of God, or accept of the gospel offer — ^and the atonement, 
if it does not give men a gracious power to accepc salvation, is 
no provision for them at all. 

A writer in the Methodist Christian Herald states, as a thing 
which distinguishes the Congregationalists from Methodists, 
the sentiment, ^' that the fall of man in Adam has not destroy- 
ed any of the powers^ and faculties of the mind, which he pos- 
sessed before be sinned." I suppose, therefore, the Methodists 
holdv that men did lose in the fall those powers and faculties of 
mind by which they are rendered able to do their duty. This 
in my judgment and according to Dr. F. would be to lose their 
free agency and responsibility. *^ Free agency, must rest, in its 
responsible character, upon the self determining principle of 
the wiU." Make the ;will any thing short of this, and you put 
all the volitions, and of course the whole moral man, under 
foreign and irresistible influences."^ If you mean, sir, by this 
self determining principle of the will, the powers of intelligence 
and choice between right and wrong, I agree with you so far as 
that without these no being is a responsible agent. Now if 
men lost their moral s^ency in the fall, how can they commit 
sinf A being, that is not a moral agent, cannot sin, nor can 
that being be justly under condemnation^ It is justice^ not^'to 
hold such a being under condemnation — not grace. I always 
supposed, that a being must be under a just condemnation, be- 
fore grace can either reach him, or he stand in any conceiva- 
ble need of grace. And I am right in this, if grace means 
favor to the ill deserving. If Adam's posterity lost their moral 
agency in th^ fall, they lost that which they never had been in 
the possession of, and besides this, they are not sinners, and 
therefore they cannot stand in need of grace, nor csin grace 
reach them, till after their powers of moral agency are re- 
stored. To suppose that grace restores them, then, is absurd. 

According to Dr. F. if I understand him, the atonement 
provides salvation for men, and ability to accept of it, or it 
follows, after all, that no provision is made, that can be of any 
value to them. Is not the atonement, according to these 
views, a provision of justice? 

How beings, that are not moral agents, can need an atone- 
ment to make them so, I am free to acknowledge, I cannot 
tell. Again, if moral agency comes through grace, the pow- 
er to sin, as well as the power to do right, comes through 
grace. And then it follows, that men need grace^ before they 
can be under a just condemnation, and to prepare the way for 

it) by giving them power to sin. fiut where anj^f the evi- 

'"see pp. 12 & 16. \ 
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deoce is, that man, in the fall, became an irrational animal, by 
losing the powers of moral agency^ i. e. the powers of intelli- 
gence and choice, I never have been able to learn. If anj 
such exists, will jou, or any one, tell me where I can find it, 
for I profess to be an inquirer after truth ? 

Again, if man by sinning lost his moral agency, and with it 
his power to sir id not the fallen angels do&e same ? Would 
not that, whic.*" Arould prove one, prove the other ? And if 
Satan cannot Si^ he has been greatly reviled in the Bible too, 
as well as by the generality of mankind. And would not these 
principles, if just, prove too, that, since there is no grace in 
hell, there is no sin in that world of rebellion against Jeho- 
vah's throne 1 

I would not affirm, though I have carefully examined, that 
I have not, in any degree, misapprehended you, in regard to 
the positions named above, as having been taken in your ser- 
mon, but if I have, it is probable that others have, and there- 
fore an explanation may be useful. I have also thought it im- 
portant to show the absurdity of such notions, whether you 
hold them or not. These if I have not been mistaken, are 
some of the positions, (I do not mean to include the logical 
consequences) that you have taken in confuting the supposed 
sentiments of your brethren. But before you will be able to 
convince us of any error on these grounds, it will be necessaiy 
for you to make out their consistency with truth and justice. 

But I have some farther difficulties with these notions. 
Where is the justice or propriety of regarding any thing as 
damning in its natt^re, that is derived from another, or that is 
a constitutional property, or that does not consist exclusively 
and entirely in what is voluntary ? Have you not said, '' Is 
there much mercy displayed, in placing men under a constitu- 
tion, which necessarily and unavoidably involves them in sin 
and suffering ?" (I ask, could there even be justice in this ?) 
" The rewardableness of obedience, and the demerit of dis- 
obedience, can only exist, in connection with the unnecessi- 
tated volitions of a free moral agent." ^' It is required of a 
man according to what he hath, and not according to what he 
hath not." This you regard as a '* wholesome and consistent 
doctrine." (pp. 26, 16, 21.) True. Arid if true, how will 
you show that your notions of depravity are consistent with 
it ? How can one sin without grace to prepare the way ? 

Suppose no Saviour had ever been provided, could God be 
just, and make any one eternally miserable, simply for such a 
depravity as that above described ? If not^ then this depravity 
is of a perfectly innocent character. 
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Is it grace, or justice, that renders men able to do what 
God requires them to do, upon the penalty of his eternal 
wrath 1 God requires men to love and serve him, and de- 
clares, the soul that sinneth it shall die. He that believeth 
not shall be damned. To hold men responsible for what is 
unavoidahle^ as well as for what is impossible, would, in fact, 
and according to Dr. F. destroy the moral character of God. 
Is the ability to obey the holy and reasonable law of God, 
and to repent of disobeying it, natural, i. c. does it consist in 
the rational powers of a moral being, or does it come only 
through the grace of the gospel ? 1 have not the least objec- 
tion, therefore, to agree with you to " let the candid judge 
between us, and decide" which system is most consistent with 
truth — ^that which regards men as subjects by their birth of a 
damning depravity, derived from another, and of course theirs 
by unavoidable necessity, and without any possible fault of 
their own ; or that which teaches, that men are liable to con- 
demnation, only for doing wrong voluntarily and in heart, 
when they were furnished with full and ample powers to do 
right, both in obedience to the holy law of God, and the gospel 
of salvation when known. 

Two quotations more, and then I have done with this part 
of the subject. " Even the power of the will to choose life, 
and the conditions of life, is a gracious power. A fallen man, 
without grace, could no more choose to submit to God, than a 
fallen angel. Herein we differ widely from Calvinists. They 
tell us man has a natural power to choose life. If so, he has 
power to get to heaven without grace I" Dr. Fisk, is this 
according to the logic taught at Middletown ? Man has natu- 
ral, power to choose life, i. e. man has power to accept of the 
gospel offer of life, which is made by grace ; therefore he 
has power to get to heaven without grace ! ! 

• Agaia* Fallen men and fallen angels have no power to 
choose to submit to God, without grace, according to Dr. F. 
as just quoted. Then, since it will be conceded, that there is 
no grace in the prison of the universe, and since it is impossi- 
ble to choose to submit without grace, fallen angels and lost 
men are unavoidably the enemies of God ; and since it is, in 
fact, and as Dr. F. holds, inconsistent with his moral charac- 
ter, to hold any being responsible for what is unavoidable, it 
follows, that the enemies of God in a future world, are under 
no responsibility to the government of Jehovah. What, ac- 
cording to this, would become of that law, of which it is said 
in the word of God, " Till heaven and earth shall pass, one 
jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be 
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fulfilled ?" ** Cursed is every one that coniinueth not in all 
things, written in the book of the law, to do them." 

*' Guilt is not imputed, until by a voluntary rejection of the 
gospel remedy, man makes the depravity of his nature the 
object of his own choice." How is it that a person is the 
subject of a constitutional damning depravity derived from an- 
other, and yet not guilty till he rejects the gospel ? Can a person 
be guilty of no sin till he rejects the gospel remedy— guilty of 
no sin till he rejects the offer of pardon (pardon ofiered where 
there is no sin) and still the subject of a damning depravity ? 
Can you tell me, sir ? Is the gospel remedy offered or appli- 
cable where there is no guilt ? Again, I ask, how can a man 
choose, whether he will be the subject of the nature, which 
was derived from his parents, and does withal belong to his 
constitution 1 How too, can the heathen have guilt imputed, 
who have never heard of the gospel 1 

If there has been, in these letters, any appearance of severi- 
ty, let the candid judge whether it could have been avoided^ 
consistently with fidehty to an erring brother, or with that de- 
fence of ourselves which justice and truth demanded. 

A discussion of the simple question, what is truth ? — would 
be much more pleasant to the benevolent mind, than to be un- 
der the necessity of repelling injurious representations. 

If you, sir, had supposed that the sentiments of the Calvinis- 
tic brethren were as you have represented them to be, and if 
no means of better information were within your reach, would it 
not have been better to adduce such arguments against those 
sentiments as you were able, without indiscriminately charging 
upon the whole body of Calvinists those obnoxious sentiments? 
And if you had chosen, you could have called upon such as 
were dissatified with your discussion, to show their reasons 
why. Or if you had any objections against the doctrines 
contained in any published writings, you could have made 
those writings the definite basis of definite animadversions, and 
let the argument come home as close as it might. Or would 
it not have been still better to give an independent discussion 
of the question, what is true? in reference to some points where 
you supposed there was important misapprehension ? 

I would state but two objections to the doctrine of a coDdi- 
tional election, as set forth in your sermon. — 1st. If men are 
elected when they beUeve, or at any other time on this side of 
the grave, according to the doctrine of falling from grace, some 
who have complied with the conditions, in consequence of 
which they have been elected to eternal life, finally are the 
subjects of eternal death, and this decree of election is broken. 



